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Employee who was transferred to washington, D.C.,
from Hanscom Air Force Base, Massachusetts,
incident to a reduction in force may not be
relieved of cost of shipping household goods

in excess of his authorized weight. Although
reduction-in-force action that resulted in
transfer was cancelled, the Government may not
incur charges for cost of shipping goods in
excess of weight authorized by 5 U.S.C.

§ 5724(a).

By letter of November 5, 1982, Mr. Henry R. Radoski,
appealed the action of Claims Group, AFMD, in Settlement
Certificate No. 2-2821719, issued October 29, 1982, which
disallowed his claim for the cost of shipping household
goods in excess of the authorized weight. We affirm the
denial of Mr. Radoski's claim since there is no authority
to pay for the shipment of household goods in excess of the
authorized weights contained in Volume 2 of the Joint Travel
Requlations (2 JTR), paragraph C8000, even though the
reduction-in-force action that resulted in the employee's
transfer was determined to have been improper.

Mr. Radoski, an employee of the Department of the Air
Force, was transferred from Hanscom Air Force Base,
Massachusetts, to Bolling Air Force Base, Washington, D.C.,
under travel authorization No. A-553, dated June 18, 1976,
as amended. He was authorized transportation of the maximum
amount of household goods as provided by 5 U.S.C. § 5724(a)
under a Government bill of lading. The actual weight of
goods shipped by Mr. Radoski exceeded that maximum amount,
and he was billed by the Air Force for $606.40, the cost of
shipping the excess goods.

Mr. Radoski contends that he should not be required to
pay the cost of shipring the excess weight because he was
transferred as a result of a reduction-in-force action which
was subsequently cancelled by the Appeals Review Board,
United States Civil Service Commission, on August 3t, 1978.
Mr. Radoski believes that since the reduction-in-force
procedure which caused his transfer was invalidated, he
should not be held liable for the excess moving costs
incurred incident toc his transfer. o
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In Matter of Buchenhorst, B-194447, August 7, 1979, we
considered the consequence of the Civil Service Commission's
action in restoring an employee to his position at his old
duty station where the reduction-in~force procedures that
led to the employee's transfer to his new duty station were
found to have been defective. We held that this determi-
nation did not convert the new duty station from a permanent
to a temporary duty station for the purpose of entitling him
to temporary duty rather than relocation expenses. 1In this
and similar cases holding that the employee's entitlement to
relocation expenses is determined by the character of the
assignment, even though the assignment may later have been
found improper, we have relied in part on the fact that the
Back Pay Act, 5 U.S.C. § 5596, is not independent authority
to pay travel or relocation expenses. Matter of Streeter,
B-191056, June 5, 1978. Any such expenses must be paid
under a specific travel or transportation expense authority
such as is contained in Chapter 57 of title 5 of the United
States Code.

Section 5724(a) of title 5, United States Code,
sets forth the maximum weight of household goods authorized
to be transported incident to a transfer. Implementing
regulations are found at 2 JTR C8000. There is no authority
to permit transportation of household goods in excess of the
statutory weight limitation. Therefore, regardless of the
reasons for the shipment of the excessive weight of
household goods, the law does not permit payment by the
Government of charges incurred incident to shipment of the
excess weight. See Matter of Roach, B-194441, September 18,
1979. ‘

Waivers of certain claims of the United States
against a person arising out of erroneous payments of
pay or allowances are authorized when collection would
be against equity and good conscience and not in the
best interest of the United States under 5 U.S.C. § 5584.
However, such waiver authority does not extend to in-
debtedness resulting from payment of travel and trans-
portation expenses and allowances and relocation expenses
payable under 5 U.S.C. § 5724(a). See 4 C.F.R. § 91.2(c);
Roach, supra.
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Accordingly, the disallowance of Mr. Radoski's claim is

sustained.
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